A REVIEW OF COOPERATIVE PROGRAMS among colleges and universities over the last century leads to the conclusion that a few very significant developments and changes have taken place during the past decade after ninety years of laborious and diverse effort toward cooperative programs dominated by the effects of national policy and economic conditions. It is an interesting history, one made difficult by the plethora of data. The present paper uses a historical perspective in order to assess b~er the present and the immediate future. The first part chronologically prese~ts selected examples of cooperative programs. The latter section includes details on a few programs of current special significance, comments on some strengths and weaknesses, and reaches 111 . a few conclusions.
EARLY HISTORICAL REVIEW
Before reviewing the past century, it . . . . , may be worthwhile taking a brief look at circumstances in academic libraries fifty-two received in 1772 which were "by far the greatest donation our little ~ library has yet had." Princeton had more than 1,200 volumes, all to be con-sumed by fire in 1801. The University of Pennsy~vania' s chief distinction in 1776 was that during the Revolution it had received a gift of scientific books from Louis XVI. Columbia stor~d its volumes during the war in the city hall or elsewhere; British soldiers took them to barter for grog, and only six or seven hundred volumes were found-thirty years later-in St. Paul's Chapel. By the time of the Revolution, Yale had collected over 4,000 volumes in its library. The College of William and Mary had a very few thousand volumes. Harvard had lost all but 404 volumes of its library by fire in 1764, yet by the Revolutionary War it had been rebuilt probably to nearly 10,000 volumes. By 1876 the circumstances were markedly different. Great libraries had come upon the American scene. Some remarkable librarians had created most of the essential concepts and policies for library administrative methods. Collections began to grow rapidly, with a great deal of attention necessarily given to cataloging and classification. The year 1876 was momentous in that the American Library Association was formed. 1 The American Library ] ournal was founded with four of its twenty-one associate editors "leading the profession" from university libraries. The Library Bureau was established as a supply house providing a major force toward standardization. It also was the year in which the classic -volume, Public Libraries in the United States of America; Their History, Condition and Management, was published by the United States Bureau of Education. One looks in vain, however, in that major volume of 1,187 pages for any statement regarding cooperation among academic libraries.
Cooperative cataloging was one of the very first interests of the new library association. A committee was formed to devise a plan for continuation of Poole's "Index to Periodical Literature," and another committee tackled the matter of standardization of cataloging.
Several articles in the Library I ournal discussed plans for cooperation in indexing and cataloging. Yet it was a Committe· e on Cooperation in Indexing and Cataloguing College Libraries, which was appointed August 1876, that is significant with respect to academic cooperation. It was formed by the librarians of the University of Rochester, Cornell University, Vassar College, Syracuse University, and the New York State Library. This committee presented to the University Convocation of the State of New York in July 1877 a substantial report which called upon college libraries to speak out on any special adaptation of the cooperative cataloging movement which was required for their special wants:
At present the work is chiefly in the hands of the public libraries. . . . In making this report your committee do not wish to be understood as endorsing fully all the methods proposed by the committees of the Library Association. It is very doubtful whether as good cataloging can be done, in the manner proposed, by a considerable number of libraries, even under very explicit rules, as might be expected of one or two experts, who should work for pay under the general direction and criticism of the committee. Cooperation can be secured quite as effectively by a combination of capital as by a combination of labor. In.such an enterprise the first most important thing to be aimed at is perfection of work. . . . Other points might be mentioned but a review of the methods proposed is not the object of this report. We believe that it will be far better for us to work with the Library Association, though we may differ in opinion as to some details, than to undertake any separate work in this state. 2 The decade of the 1890s witnessed the beginnings of major national programs of academic library cooperation. It did not come unannounced onto the scene. There had indeed been discussions over several previous decades, at least since 1851, and no doubt there may have been a large number of local arrangements of such cooperation. In 1898 the librarian of the University of California announced willingness to lend to other libraries that would lend to the University of California.
In January 1898 the American Library Association began publishing analytic cards as a shared indexing/ cataloging program. The copy for these cards was prepared by five major libraries for articles in some 250 serials. The H. W. Wilson Company took over this analytic activity in June 1919 for incorporation into the International Index of Periodicals.
INTO THE TWENTIETH CENTURY
In another consideration, the librarian of Princeton University, Ernest C. Richardson, proposed in the spring of 1899 "a lending library for libraries" and suggested that this might be the Library of Congress or an independent organization.
The Library of Congress issued a policy governing interlibrary loans in 1907 and lent to such an extent that by 1909 it loaned. 1,023 volumes to 119 libraries -including forty-nine academic libraries which accounted for half of these loans. An ALA interlibrary loan If a union catalog of holdings is permitted within the definition of cooperation, there were then major developments, notably so in the first decade of this century. The first regional union catalog was created in 1901 at the California State Library. After first being limited to periodicals, it was soon enlarged to cover all nonfiction. The National Union Catalog was established in 1900. In November 1901 the Library of Congress began selling copies of its printed catalog cards as well as galley proofs of these cards. During the winter of 1901-02 it began the donation of complete "depository" sets of cards to certain libraries. Some libraries receiv-,.; ing these began immediately to file them t 1 into their public card catalogs, thus constituting union catalogs. 3 Another cooperative endeavor is that of joint acquisition programs. Perhaps the earliest example is the 1913-14 South American buying trip to eleven countries by Walter Lichtenstein, the Librarian of Northwestern University. He acquired 9,000 volumes plus news-papers and a few manuscripts on behalf of Harvard University, Brown University, Northwestern University, the John Crerar Library, and the American Antiquarian Society. One or two features of this joint effort are of note:
In Venezuela and Bolivia and partly also in Brazil the purchases consisted of collections which had to be divided among the cooperating institutions, and naturally included a fair amount of material which, either because the cooperating institutions already had it or because the class of material in question is not collected by the institutions which I represented, can be sold to other libraries in this country. The purchase of collections on joint account in this manner was a new experiment. It did not seem to me to be wholly satisfactory. The chief difficulty was that the material could not be readily divided until my own return to this country, with the result that no one knew until I did return how much each institution was liable, and hence I was considerably hampered in making further purchases. As it finally turned out, one institution acted to a large extent as banker for the other institutions, which evidently is pleasant enough for the latter, but is not quite fair to that institution which has the misfortune to be the banker .... When the collections came to be divided it was soon felt that the only possible way to divide the cost among the institutions interested was to devise a system of points. A pamphlet was counted as one point, an unbound volume as four, and a bound volume as eight. 4 It seems quite certain that the increase in publishing in the 1850s and the economics surrounding the Civil War brought an end to the common practice of publishing library catalogs periodically in book . form. It also there-. by hastened the adoption of unitary catalog cards which during the last quarter of the nineteenth century became the prevalent mode for listing holdings and facilitated sharing of bibliographic data. If the more affluent times of the 1880s and 1890s resulted in phenomenal growth of collections, it may have been predictable there would be an upsurge in cooperative proposals and the beginning of national cooperative programs.
Despite the 1927 publication of the great Union List of Serials in Libraries of the United States and Canada, it would seem that the decade of the 1920s was not a period of new concepts in academic library cooperation. With the crash of 1929 and conditions of the Great Depression, however, there was impetus for cooperation which led to new programs of which a few among academic libraries may be cited.
Dozens of new union card catalogs were begun in the 1930s, stimulated by the vast federal relief program. One result was the 1940-41 survey under the sponsorship of the ALA Board of Resources of American Libraries which recommended their future coordination to assure thorough coverage, minimum overlap, and sound fiscal support.
As a predecessor to cataloging-in-publication and the National Program for Acquisitions and Cataloging (NPAC), the Cooperative Cataloging Program began in 1932. Within ten years nearly 400 U.S. and Canadian libraries contributed data for 60,000 scholarly titles for LC editing and publication.
An One may here cite the Columbia-Harvard-Yale medical library computerbased cooperative c· ataloging program that was terminated after operating from 1963 to 1966. As stated in the research proposal issued in December 1962 from the Yale Medical Library, the objective of the project was to test the feasibility of using a computerized catalog to provide rapid and improved information services in medical libraries. An on-line system was projected; the significant achievements were the recording of 23,000 titles and the automated production of catalog cards. (It was the precursor of OCLC.) An array of technical problems concerned input procedures. A change in data format standards was needed. Authority files were lacking. The subject treatment caused great problems, as did error-detection procedures. There were problems of staff cooperation. and communication.10 Operational methods among the three participants varie<l widely, and detailed documentation of procedures and decisions was lacking. Furthermore, "it had become apparent that a latent conflict of purpose had begun to form between the interests of the inter-institutional Project comprising divisional, i.e., medical libraries, and the interests of the individual university library systems where the medical library is but one of the integral units." 11 Another which did not last long was the Colorado Academic Libraries Book Processing Center, which also operated for only three years. This Colorado project began in 1965 with nine academic libraries. The test phase, operated for fourteen institutions, lasted from early 1969 until 1973 and covered the full tange of acquisitions, cataloging, processing, and bookkeeping. Its problems were incompatibilities among library procedures; changes not made by all of the individual libraries; differences in size, traditions, and service philosophies; and failure to recognize that errors were inevitable. Turnaround time was below expectation and generally inferior to . that obtained when libraries ordered direct from publishers or jobbers. Communication breakdowns accounted for many problems. Geographical separation of participants was partially to blame, and staff did not understand the center's role or how it would affect their jobs, future, and status. Furthermore, "centralization, cooperation, and computerization have created a library environment that is completely alien to many librarians." 12 Its final processes were phased out in 1973. The most successful acquisition and processing centers, both founded in 1969, are the Cooperative College Library Center, Inc., in Atlanta, and the Massachusetts Central Library Processing Service in Amherst. From the latter, thirty-one institutions were provided acquisition support and cataloging; a million items have been processed by its batch computer process. Exceedingly low costs were achieved under con-straints which constitute mass production methods. The program was successful in bringing public higher education librarians together in an organized way, which was timely since the Commonwealth Legislature eliminated funding for fiscal year 1976.
More often those cooperatives that were weak were merged into other programs, reduced to a smaller practical element, or superseded by a newer, larger, and more effective program. An example of a program which served its time is the Farmington Plan of 1948 to 1972 which was obviated as strength was gained by the National Program for Acquisitions and Cataloging (Title II-C of the Higher Education Act signed into law November 8, 1965 ). The PL 480 program was also a factor. 1 3
DIVERSITY IN RECENT EFFORTS
Academic library cooperation is clearly flourishing. After many experimental starts, there seem to have been persistent efforts since the 1930s. Such programs continued to grow in number and magnitude after World War II. It may indeed be asserted that the efforts since World War II have become more formal, more extensive, and far more expensive than previous efforts. Developments such as the New England Deposit Library and, particularly, the Center for Research Libraries demanded active participation and support by college presidents. A program such as the N ationa! Program for Acquisitions and Cataloging involved Congressional lobbying with resultant major appropriations and sweeping impact. The formation of the Ohio College Library Center demonstrated that cataloging operations could be effectively supported daily through on-line access to a single computer system. Formation of the Research Libraries Group indicated that not only the libraries of OCLC but also the largest academic and research libraries in the nation found the need and the means for a major e· ffort involving a legal instrument, highly expert professional staff, fund-raising programs, and locally contributed effort.
The more prevalent existing programs found among 125 consortia ( of which 60 percent were incorporated) may be tabulated as follows: 14 reciprocal borrowing privileges-97 expanded interlibrary loan service -80 union catalogs or lists-78 photocopying services-72 reference services-50 delivery service-44 mutual notification of purchase-40 special communications service-35 publications programs-34 catalog card production-34 other cataloging support-33 joint purchasing of materials-30 assigned subject specialization of acquisitions-28 Quite clearly there are few completely innovative programs. An effort like the Research Libraries Group contains elements from a number of programs of the past forty-five years. In his recent article, "An Historical Look at .Resource Sharing," Basil Stuart-Stubbs concluded:
If the word network wasn't prominent in the vocabulary of our pioneers, the concept was there. In fact, although the centennial of Samuel Swett Green's proposal for interlibrary lending will be celebrated next year [i.e., 1976], and although the dimensions of cooperation among libraries have increased enormously, there have been few intellectual innovations in the interim years. Wherever the spirits of our predecessors now abide, they must be waiting for the realization of their ancient hopes.15
Just as there are few completely novel twists to academic library cooperation, so also one can find little novelty in the impetus for and obstacles to cooperative programs. Joseph Becker has cited the • motivating factors of service, economics, and technology.1 6 John P. McDonald expanded these to include financial constriction, cost sharing, availability of funds, pressure of numbers, resource improvement, service improvement, management improvement, image enhancement, and technological development. To these nine forces urging cooperative enterprise, he has also cited a number of obstacles.
If there are incentives to cooperation, there are also many problems and difficulties that limit or frustrate our best efforts at collective action. There is, for example, a persistent attitude that assigns cooperative activities low priority and low or no budget. This viewpoint insists that cooperation be undertaken as a part-time extra duty and then only after more important work has been accomplished. There are other attitudes that have proved difficult to overcome. It is asserted that cooperation causes delay and inconvenience resulting in a general deterioration in service. Other complaints are that cooperation is expensive, that it involves high effort for low return, that there are inequities in contributions and benefits, and that cooperation is often ill defined or redundant. 17 These problems may be endemic with any -cooperative program-less visible where cooperation between two departments of a single library is concerned but exposed to view and psychologically much more difficult to resolve when cooperation between two institutions is undertaken. When one remembers that almost any two institutions are disparate in program, financial support, and a host of other variables, one may wonder whether any cooperation can be effective and lasting. 18 The challenges, the opportunities, and the problems do not seem to change fundamentally with the ,. passing of time. This may be true even for technological development. In 1851, three years after Charles C. Jewett left Brown University to become Librarian of the newly established Smithsonian Institution, he proposed the stereotype printing of cataloging data. 19 However, the spirit of cooperation was blunted by the difficulties of organizing the business and the unexpected warping of the plates. The Library of Congress card distribution plan of fifty years later pursued this same promise of a new technology which could solve problems of individual libraries.
HISTORICAL LESSONS
The relative impact of these obstacles will change with respect to each cooperative endeavor. Furthermore, each endeavor is commonly a mix of several incentive factors and must cope with a variety of obstacles. 20 What can be concluded from this review of cooperative programs over the last century?
In 1945 an assessment was made by Robert B. Downs. His study revealed certain important principles which have influenced the success or failure of various kinds of library cooperation. First, distance is a handicap, and it is easier for libraries not too far removed from each other to work together. Second, regional library cooperation has its greatest opportunities in those areas with inadequate book resources. Third, libraries should not be asked to give up anything but rather to assume positive responsibilities and receive direct benefits. Fourth, agreements must be flexible enough to provide for expansion and adjustment. Fifth, complete elimination of duplication between libraries is not possible or desirable. Finally, only a comparatively limited number of libraries are at present equipped to make any substantial or effective contribution to a general program of cooperation on the research level. 21 A university president provided another assessment.
It is my personal judgment that those that work best are of two sorts: they are either between universities, or parts of universities, of equal status and quality or, at the other extreme, between universities, or parts of universities, that differ widely in status or quality . . . . But where the gradations in quality are small in extent but noticeable, co-operation is exceedingly difficult .... the obstacles to co-operation are not material. ... [They] are found in the mind and spirit of rna~. They are institutional pride and institutional jealousy .... They are inertia and complacency. It is self-satisfaction, institutionwise, that makes the building of effective co-operation a difficult thing. And I would say, finally, that it is an irrational provincialism or an emotional particularism on the part of college faculties which makes co-operation difficult.22
To some extent there are cycles of popularity. Within a decade after the New England Deposit Library was opened, the Center for Research Libraries and the Hampshire Inter-Library Center came along, soon followed by local storage facilities for Princeton University, the University of Michigan, and the University of California at Berkeley. At the moment, computer-related programs are clearly looked upon as holding great promise. They are the prime, but not the only, objective of consortia such as NELINET founded in 1966, SOLINET ( 1974) , MIDLNET (1974) , and CLASS (1976) . For instance, MIDLNET, the Midwest Region Library Network, includes research libraries and state networks in Michigan, Indiana, Wisconsin, Minnesota, Illinois, Iowa, and Missouri; it aims to develop faster delivery of books to users; to coordinate library planning, development, and research in the Midwest; to attract federal funds available for regional library network development; to provide a voice in the emerging national library network; and to develop a coordinated program of materia,ls preservation. Each of these programs rides some wave pattern of popularity and success. Each individual library tries its ability to swim in the current, but none operates apart from circumstances in its own institution. Library changes can be found to be closely derivative of their institutional conditions and/ ot national circumstances. 23 The cause and effect can sometimes be clearly traced. For example, projects supported by the Library Services and Construction Act Title III (signed into law July 1966) for intertype cooperatives obviously show derivation from that federal law. One can cite the 1972 Cooperative Information Network in California which was formed of 250 libraries, including the University of California campus at Santa Cruz, the Universities of Santa Clara, San Jose State, Golden Gate, and Stanford together with over a dozen community colleges and the U.S. Naval Postgraduate School. Yet the New England Deposit Library was born of space problems mounting during the depression years, although the concept was proposed by Harvard's President Eliot. In the fall of 1901, Eliot wrote that the increasing rate at which large collections of books grow suggests strongly that some new policy is needed concerning the storage of these immense masses of printed matter . . . . It may be doubted whether it be wise for a university to undertake to store books by the million, when only a small proportion of the material stored can be in active use. Now that travel and sending of books to all parts of the country has become cheap, it may well be that great accumulations of printed matter will be held accessible at only three or four points in the country. . . . The unused might be stored in a much more compact manner than they are now, even in the best-arranged stacks. 24
The concept is venerable, but it had to await implementation until the massive ) -A Century of Cooperative Programs I 215 Widener Library was full in the 1930s. Then the New England Deposit Library was justified and financed.
Timing is often key, as with the NEDL. The Center for Research Libraries was initiated under the name Midwest Inter-Library Center. But ten years before its foundation President Robert M. Hutchins of the University of Chicago asked Keyes D. Metcalf to conduct a study of such a cooperative facility for twelve Midwest universities stretching from Ohio to Minnesota and Michigan to Missouri. Eleven of the twelve university presidents approved the idea, and only one was opposed. However, eleven of the twelve librarians opposed the idea, and only one approved of it. Metcalf suggested the matter be put off until after the approaching war. When a new study was then made, it turned out that all but one of the librarians had changed and all but one of the presidents had retired. Eleven out of twelve current incumbents of both groups then approved. Thus can ten years change attitudes toward interlibrary cooperation.
Recent cooperative examples face most if not all of the problems treated above, develop under similar motivations, and seem to follow principles in-, fluencing their success which are the same as similar programs of past decades. One significant difference seems to be the greater legal and administrative formality required. In this connection, it may be useful to review the purposes for creation of the Center for Research Libraries, the Ohio College Library Center, and the Research Libraries Group. These may be typical of the next significant wave of developments.
E-XAMPLES OF INCREASED FoRMALITY
The Center for Research Libraries was incorporated in 1949 by ten universities as a nonprofit corporation with the primary purpose of increasing the library research resources available to co-operating institutions in the Midwest. Four areas of activity were initially outlined:
The deposit into a common pool of the infrequently used library materials held by the participating institutions in order to reduce their local · space needs, and also to make more readily available when needed more complete collections than any one of the participating libraries itself could reasonably maintain for its own exclusive use.
The cooperative purchase and centralized cataloguing and housing of infrequently used library research materials that were not already adequately available to the participants.
The centralized acquisition and cataloging [sic] of the materials acquired by the participants for their own collections.
The coordination of the acquisitions of the individual participating libraries to avoid unnecessary duplication.25
A building for the center was occupied in 1951. Within a dozen years the cooperative acquisition program had been given increased emphasis. The most significant shift came in 1963 when the center invited Stephen A. McCarthy and Raynard C. Swank to survey the program and make recommendations dealing with concerns such as the gradual assumption of many characteristics of a ~national interlibrary center while its base of support was primarily r~gio-!}al; questions of whether the center's activities were truly worth their cost to the members; how it could be of better service to all of the nation's research libraries ( and potentially of Canada and Mexico as well); and how it might most effectively broaden its base of support. The most significant recommendation was that:
The Center should formally cease to be a regional. agency and should become a national institution.
All suitable methods of bringing about this change should be fully explored.
In seeking the best means of becoming a national research library center, the possibility of a relationship with the Association of Research Libraries and contractual relationships with the Library of Congress and other federal agencies should be thoroughly investigated.26
Among many recommendations and changes in the acquisition program, this change to a national scope and alterations of its governance, funding, and operations have been especially significant, and have led to an increase in its membership from the original ten universities to a present total of sixty.
The Ohio College Library Center was incorporated in 1967 by nine public and private colleges and universities as a notfor-profit corporation. There were fiftyfour members during 1967-68. The· OCLC Articles include the statement that:
The purpose or purposes for which this corporation is formed are to establish, maintain and operate a computerized, regional library center to 'serve the academic libraries of Ohio (both state and private) and designed so as to become a part of any national electronic network for bibliographical communication; to develop, maintain and operate a shared cataloging program based upon a central computer store; to create, maintain and operate a computerized central catalog (inventory) of books and journals in the participating libraries; and to do such research and development related to the above as are necessary to accomplish and to extend the concept.27
That same year the OCLC trustees approved a general statement of two principal goals for the organization:
These goals are, 1) increase of resources for education and research to faculty and students of its member in-· stitutions, and 2) the deceleration of per-student costs in its member colleges and universities. Techniques for achieving these goals include library and the new library-like information servicing techniques, such as dial-up 'installations, audiovisual centers, and computer assisted instruction. Although "academic libraries" of the immediate future must be looked upon as including all of these activities, only the traditional library is presently common to all institutions which are OCLC members. Therefore, major emphasis in planning and development will continue to be for activities associated with classical library operations. However, OCLC will stand ready to participate in newer information servicing activities, and it may well be that furnishing powerful computation service will be among its earliest activities.28
In 1974-75, participating libraries cataloged 2,555,055 books; the data base contained over 5.3 million locations. Cataloging using existing records in the on-line catalog increased to 84.7 percent. Use of records for catalog production by libraries other than the one inputting the record rose to 41.8 percent. This indicates a major operational interlibrary endeavor.
The Research Libraries Group was formed by Columbia, Harvard, and Yale Universities and the New York Public Library to develop a common bibliographic system, cooperative acquisitions, shared resources, and a program of book conservation. The presidents of the three universities gave their strong endorsement to the RLG concept, and the Trustees of NYPL demonstrated their support by voting in October 1974 to allow materials from the research libraries to be sent to other RLG · ·members on interlibrary loan. The Research Libraries Group is governed py a board of directors with working committees on policies and programs for preservation, collection development, serials, readers services, bibliographic pro-+ I cesses and control, and systems and technology applications. It has created a joint bibliographic center and appointed a president and vice-president for systems. It was incorporated in December 1975 as a not-for-profit corporation. The certificate of incorporation presently includes the statement:
The nature of the activities to be conducted, or the purposes to be carried out by the corporation, are as follows: (a) to promote coordination in the development of library collections, and to develop cooperative programs in the conservation and preservation of library materials; (b) to develop improved methods for identifying and locating recorded information in libraries and for creating and · using bibliographic systems; (c) to develop, operate, support and coordinate cooperative programs to improve physical access to the collections of libraries; (d) to improve the efficiency and to promote economics in the operations of libraries; (e) generally, in any and all lawful ways to improve library services provided by the Members; and (f) to engage in any other lawful act or activities (consistent with the foregoing purposes). 29 In its first report to a supporting foundation, the RLG restated that rapid development of a limited number of cost-effective programs is vi~wed as the basis for eventual solicitation of other members similar in nature to the founders and possibly selling services on a cost-recovery basis to other libraries.
ASSESSMENTS OF USEFULNESS
How useful are existing cooperative programs from the point of view of the college or university student or professor? One finds little data that can help in the evaluation. It may be worth noting that there have been almost no published research studies comparing and analyzing two or more cooperative programs of a similar nature. 30 A tabulation of cataloging copy con-tributed to the National Union Catalog indicates records which constitute interlibrary loan potential for other institutions as well as potential shared cataloging. In 197 4-75, academic libraries contributing the largest number of cards were the following:
Since universities use LC cataloging for from 35 percent to 89· percent of their material, the value of help via NUC, MARC, NPAC, and other Lc· Processing Department products is clearly in the tens of millions of dollars.
Statistics of interlibrary lending and borrowing are evidence of the value of one universal cooperative program. Using a sample of academic libraries, the picture for 1974-75 is shown in Table 1 .
Of all recorded circulation, the interlibrary traffic constitutes an almost infinitesimal proportion-an aggregate average of 1.79 percent for colleges and 1.33 percent for universities! It is the most expensive form of resource sharing. (It may cost 5 cents to circulate a reserve book, 10 cents from the general stack collections, $1.00 from a locked stack, $2.00 from a campus auxiliary stack, but it costs from $4.00 to $9.00 by interlibrary loan.) Specific evidence is avail:;tble of another type of program directly benefiting patrons-commuting service for persons to another library. An instance is the intercampus bus service estab- justifies costs that are disproportionate.
THE NATURE OF FuTURE PROSPECTS
It is difficult to· discern trends. Interinstitutional cooperation seems to be universaily recognized as essential, although the extraordinary efforts required and the hazards in the course are now understood-and continue to exist. In some sense a library is only effective if it has acquisition, processing, and service programs; physical facilities in which to house the collections and readers; and a specialized staff for these programs. Many but not all aspects of this library program are subject to interinstitutional cooperation. For those that are subject to a cooperative approach, nearly all types have been explored and are still being pursued. Where staff pressures increase, and as economic circumstances shift and technology develops, buffeted by institutional and national economic conditions, the movement for academic library cooperation advances on different fronts at different times. It seems, however, like an army moving ahead-the cavalry unit or armored tank unit, followed by foot soldiers, supply, communication, and management units, with no one getting far ahead of the others and no unit of the force long ignored.
r The economic motive may not always l be the eternal catalyst, yet it can be found in every one of the examples eited. 31 The financial resources used by libraries in their acquisition of materials and provision of service to users create economic environments. Whether they be in publicly or privately supported institutions, they respond to national changes in the economy and to local conditions. Programs have . prospered with good fiscal support or have remained static due to · inadequate economic studies or an insufficient financial base.
American academic libraries have reached a watershed that is almost as significant as the change from block printing to printing with movable type. This conclusion is based on the presumption that on-line computer-based operational programs constitute a radical and permanent change in cooperative style. When one is freed from most of the constraints of the card catalog, of the U.S. mail, and of locally prepared cataloging data, this adoption of sophisticated on-line computer-based programs may well be by far the most significant change ever achieved in library operations. It is a permanent change in the mode of library operations which should be accomplished during the period 1965 to 199(). 32 It is not a sudden change, for it has its origins in the early 1950s; and, indeed, library programs using tabulating machines date from the mid-1930s. Yet if one looks ahead ten years, the college student of 1986 may well find at least 10 percent of all bibliographic citations of the library collections in machinereadable form accessible through a computer terminal; in some instances it may reach 100 percent. It is certain to include all of the more heavily used materials. The student will also be able via the terminal to call upon collections in other libraries, locally and nationally, and have instantaneous loan transactions, only constrained by copyright controls on photocopying and limited by telefacsimile or by the remaining need to send the text by air parcel post. Just as the development of national standards was important in 1876 and 1900, it again becomes of major importance in the nation's ability to develop a national . computer-supported system of libraries.
This shift to on-line computer-based systems nationally linked will ·face the same type of problems as have been seen in cooperative examples cited above. After reviewing current experience with computerized library and academic resource-sharing networks, Pro-fessor Lewis B. Mayhew concluded:
It seems clear that the major problems to be overcome with respect to educational or research use of networks are not technical. Technical problems either have been solved or the directions established to solve them. The real problems are political, organizational and economic. Governmental policy must be refined so as to produce health and balanced growth rather than uneven and unplanned partial growth. Universities, by tradition in:dependent, must find ways of reorganizing their uses of computers so as to optimize effectiveness and institutional autonomy. They need to mature to a point where they will trust external agencies. And as has been indicated earlier, stable, long-range systems of financing must be found. 33 The economically forced and technologically facilitated cooper~tion of the 1970s must surely be resulting in just as significant a change in the libraries of the future as the political changes of 1776 created for the new American nation. The thirteen separate states operating independently then formed a federal government with careful orchestration of local authority, regional coordination, selected national standards, and some over-reaching federal programs. At the time the American Library Association was formed in 1876, the union of interests had recently been reasserted. There would seem to be a close parallel with the state of librarianship in this decade as it applies to cooperative programs among academic libraries.
